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Gustafson ey

'(916) 445-4588
February 10, 1982

Mr. Ray Jerland
AssiStant Agsessor
iiur.coldt County
825 r;:th Street
Eureika , CA 95501

Dear Mr. Jerland:

This is in respoase to _your recent telephone reguest
for an oninion on whether Gaffogil, lily, and iris bulbs used
for the rroduction of cut flowers cen be revalued to reflect
aciitional increments in value when the bulbs are removed
frem tne cround and replanted in the same field or in anotaer
field unizr the aarn owvhership. Your injuirv presents two
igzuee: (1) are tie bulbs in question perennials, or are
thea aanu*’s entitled to the growing crens exemntiaon; and (2)
éoas tiic renlaniing constitute new construction permlttlng
afidition ¢of values to the land?

w. Uilliam McRay, of our Assessment Standards Division,
wrote tc ir. snard Schaal of your office on January 20, 1983,
nrovidiang an uusuar to this inquiry. I am in general agreement .
with thie opinions expressed in that letter with one exception.
Tne exception is taat ‘I wotléd add an additional condition to
the second paragraph o‘ Mr, Mclay's letter, in whicn he expresses
the crinion that if bulbs are left in the ground for less than
one vear, such as the case with daffodils, they shculd be clas-
sified 25 a growing crop rather than as land. Since daffodils
2re a para2nnial according to ny information, Mr. McKay's ‘advice
would only be corrzct if there is a ncce551tx for the daffodils
to be annually reroved from the ground.

A "necessityY exists only where a perennial plant
must be treated as an annual because of climatic conditions or
the physical charactaristics of the mlant itself. Just because
Hic nurserv irncustry finds it convenieat cr orofitaoble to remove
and remiant thc bulbs does not mean they have met the test of
necegesity. Taese ora the skandards set forth by the Attorney

“Gereral (57 Ops.Cal.Atty.Czn. 506 (1974)) and amproved in
Hunes Turforass v. Couaty of ilern, (1980) 111 Cal.app. 3rd 855.
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